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Several studies believe that providing feedback on a students’ writing task 
offers several benefits. However, giving excessive corrections on students’ 
mistakes can have a negative impact on the students’ feeling. This study 
aims to investigate English Foreign Language students’ emotional response 
to the teachers’ written corrective feedback. A qualitative method was 
applied. The participants were 72 third grade students at an institution in 
Cimahi. To collect the data, a five-point Likert scale questionnaire and a 
semi-structured interview were applied. The results revealed that the 
teachers’ written corrective feedback had negative impact to the students’ 
feelings, especially for the students who had mid and low proficiency level 
in writing. It even led to the students’ demotivation. This indicates that the 
teachers have to consider several things before they give some written 
feedback as it can affect the students’ attitude in a negative way. 
 






How teachers correct second language students’ writing has become an 
interested topic to be discussed. The controversy of its usage has made its own 
challenge. The debate between Ferris and Truscott in 1990s is a basis for 
many studies to investigate deeply the use of written corrective feedback 
(WCF) for second language students.  
Written corrective feedback is basically the teachers’ method to correct 
the students’ errors production in writing (Ellis, 2009) in order to provide a 
guidance for them to rewrite their writing. Written corrective feedback can take 
many different forms. However, two overly discussed types are direct and 
indirect corrective feedback. The first type of feedback focuses on the provision 
of the correct form of students’ errors (Bitchener et al., 2005; Hyland & 
Hyland, 2006; Domakani & Roohani, 2010; Irwin, 2017; Goksoy & Nazli, 
2016; Westmacott, 2017). In this type of feedback, the teachers identify the 
error, clarifies the ideas, and provides the correct form. This feedback has an 
additional form known as metalinguistic feedback, in which the teachers 
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provide some comments or information related to the errors (Ellis, 2009). The 
last type is indirect corrective feedback, in which the teachers do not provide 
any correction, instead they mark the errors and let the students do self-
correction (Goksoy & Nazli, 2016; Westmacott, 2017; Ellis, 2009; Hyland & 
Hyland, 2006). This feedback is categorized into coded and un-coded. In coded 
feedback, the students errors is indicated by symbols predetermined in the 
classroom, while in un-coded feedback, the students’ error is just simply 
marking without any code, sign, or symbol (Ellis, 2009; Goksoy & Nazli, 2016; 
Westmacott, 2017; Hyland & Hyland, 2006). Corrective feedback can be begun 
in the revising stages (Saukah et al., 2017), when the draft of students writing 
has already been produced (Giri, 2018).  
Many teachers and researchers (e.g. Bitchener & Knoch, 2009; Pourdana 
et al., 2021) believe that written corrective feedback facilitate the students to 
master the second language linguistic form and structure. It can also improve 
the students’ writing accuracy (Ferris, 1999). The application of written 
feedback leads students to become more aware to their error. They will know 
their weaknesses and strengths as there is a readers’ judgement of their text 
(Hyland, 2013; Carles, 2006). It can also modify the students’ mind set and 
attitude toward their work, and force them to focus on the purpose of writing 
(Saukah et al., 2017). As a result, it can promote an improvement on their 
second language acquisition (Li, 2010; Ellis, 2010; Lyster & Saito, 2010). 
However, Brown (2007), advice the teachers to carefully consider the method 
of responding to and correcting the students’ writing.   
Even though many studies has shown the positive impact of written 
corrective feedback, Truscott (2007) argues that any form of correction is not 
effective. It cannot reduce the frequency of the students’ error and negatively 
impact to the students’ ability to write for communicative purposes (Truscott, 
1996; Irwin, 2017). It is even harmful (Farrokhi et al., 2018) as the teachers 
tend to be careless and insensitive with their comments (Irwin, 2019). Thus, it 
can affect the students’ affective factor which have been largely ignored by 
many studies (Mahfoodh, 2017; Goetz et al., 2018; Harris et al., 2014; Goo & 
Takeuchi, 2021).  
The need of examining second language the students’ emotional response 
toward the teachers’ written corrective feedback has been highlighted by many 
experts (e.g. Mahfoodh, 2017; Dowden et al., 2013). This is because the 
success of language learning depends not only on the students’ cognitive 
ability, but also on the students’ emotional response. As Swain (2013) argues 
that cognition and emotion are totally integrated. Emotion provides a great 
contribution for learning as it affects the students’ success, motivation, and 
satisfaction (Sarsar, 2017). In other words, the more emotionally engaged the 
students are, the more likely they will learn. It can also give a clue for the 
teachers about classroom condition and environment during the instruction 
(Sarsar, 2017).   
This study intends to investigate the students’ emotional response to the 
written corrective feedback given by the teachers.  In this study, the students 
are classified into three categories of proficiency: low-proficiency level, mid- 
proficiency level, and high- proficiency level. This is because the students at 
each proficiency levels might have different responses to the written corrective 
feedback provided by the teachers. 
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A qualitative method was employed. This method was chosen as the ability to 
triangulate the data. It allowed the combination of multiple source of data in 
analysis in order to develop full understanding of a phenomenon (Carter et al., 
2014). It also helped to gain the insight into specific behaviour in certain 
context through subjective experience of the participants (Palmer & 
Bolderston, 2006)  
Seventy-two students of an English Education Program at one of 
institution in Cimahi were partaken in this study as the participants. They 
were in the third semester and they ever took the Writing for General 
Communication course and Writing for Professional Context course. In these 
two courses, the teachers used the online learning management system, such 
as Google Classroom, Schoology or Edmodo to share the material. The 
teachers also instructed the student to submit their assignment on those e-
learning platforms, then they provided feedback.  
Concerning proficiency levels, 16 of 72 students were categorized as 
high-achievers, 36 students as mid-achievers, and 20 students as low-
achievers. The students’ proficiency levels were gained from the students’ 
writing test that was assessed by the teachers by using Anderson’s analytical 
scoring rubric. There were five components of writing that were assessed: 
grammar, vocabulary, mechanics, fluency, and form (Hughes, 2003). 
To collect the data, the questionnaire and interview were utilized. The 
questionnaire used five-points Likert Scale that was ranged from strongly 
disagree, disagree, neutral, agree, and strongly agree.  This type of 
questionnaire was applied to examine one’s attitude toward a person or group, 
event, or social phenomena based the statement that have been set by the 
researcher (Joshi et al., 2015). In this study, the questionnaire consisted of 12 
questions which were divided into 3 sub-topics: 1) general information of the 
written corrective feedback, such as the types of corrective feedback used and 
the frequency of teachers’ corrective feedback; 2) students’ general opinion to 
the use of written corrective feedback; and 3) students’ response. This 
questionnaire was adapted from Martínez (2014). Moreover, the interview was 
semi-structured and consisted of 5 main questions. The interview was used to 
uncover the story behind the students’ experience of getting written corrective 
feedback, or to further investigate students’ response in the questionnaire. In 
other words, it was used as an additional instrument to support the data 
gained from the questionnaire.  
The result of the questionnaire and the interview was firstly categorized 
by the students’ proficiency levels. The questionnaire was calculated, while the 
interview was transcribed. They were then analysed by using several theories 
related to the study. 
 
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
This study aims to find out the students’ emotional response to the written 
corrective feedback. The results were classified into three parts, based on the 
students’ proficiency levels. There were 16 students categorized as high-
achievers. Most of them have already known how to arrange the idea into good 
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paragraph and writing. They also had good vocabularies, and could use 
punctuation correctly. They only made a few mistakes in grammar.  
There were also 36 students classified as mid-achievers. These students 
have already known how to transfer their idea into written words. 
Unfortunately, they still lack of grammatical mastery. Most of them also made 
mistakes in singular or plural or subject and verb agreement. They also 
produced some mistakes in punctuation, especially in the use of comma.  
Furthermore, there were 20 students categorized as low-achievers. Alike 
mid-achievers, most of low-achievement students showed problems in 
grammar, such as plural and singular, tense, subject and verb agreement, or 
word formation. They also made many mistakes in using punctuation and 
capitalization. Some of them also lack vocabulary in English. This could be 
seen from the variety of words they used in their writing test.  
 
The high-proficiency students 
The questionnaire results show that the teachers used indirect corrective 
feedback in giving the signal of the students’ mistakes. They mostly used un-
coded feedback in which they just circled the mistake. In the frequency point, 
the teachers just provided a few corrective feedbacks. In this case, they more 
focused on correcting the students’ grammatical and mechanical mistake. This 
finding supported the data gained from the interview. On the interview, the 
students said that the teachers just circled their mistake without providing the 
detail explanation of their mistake. They also said that the teachers more 
focused on grammar and mechanic, instead of content or organization of their 
writing. Regarding the students’ emotional response to the use of written 
corrective feedback, it is showed in Figure 1.   
 
 
Figure 1.  The high-proficiency students’ emotional response to the use of 
 teachers’ written corrective feedback 
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Figure 1 shows that most of the high-proficiency students (69%) felt 
unworried of getting a lot of corrections from the teachers.  Most of them (87%) 
also did not feel frustrated and bothered to the correction given. They (56%) 
thought that the teachers’ correction could not decrease their confidence to 
write. Instead, they (87%) were encouraged to re-read the material and revise 
their writing. They were sure that they would get a good score after conducting 
a revision. They (87%) were also not afraid if their revised paper got the 
correction from the teachers. In addition, most of them had a good opinion to 
the implementation of teachers’ corrective feedback. They (87%) thought that 
the teachers’ written corrective feedback was beneficial. They (62%) believed 
that it could assist them to be aware of their errors in writing. Most of them 
(75%) even assumed that it also helped them to improve their writing quality. 
The interview data also depicted that they tried to be careful in using grammar 
while they were writing. They also considered the use of punctuation carefully.  
The above results indicate that most of the high-proficiency students had 
positive affective attitude to the implementation of the teachers’ written 





Figure 2: The score of likert-scale questionnaire answered by  
the high-proficiency students 
 
The calculation shows that the average score of the students’ answers was 44. 
This was in the range of disagree to neutral. This means that the students who 
were at high proficiency level felt no emotional impact to the use of teachers’ 
feedback. On the interview, one of the students even thought that the written 
corrective feedback tended to offer more advantages than the drawbacks.  
 
S1 I do not feel it demotivates me to do revision. I also do not feel 
frustrated when I have to correct my mistakes.  
S2 No, I think the advantages is quite bigger than the 
disadvantages. At first, yes, I am worried of making mistake 
in my writing. Now, it seems that I am enthusiastic to read 
the teachers’ comment or feedback. 
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The mid-proficiency students  
The data reveal that the teachers mostly used coded and un-coded corrective 
feedback to correct the students’ work. In coded corrective feedback, the 
teachers used the sign, such as S.V for subject and verb agreement; and PI/SI 
for plural or singular error; C for capitalization mistake; M-C for the error in 
mechanics such as comma. Meanwhile, in un-coded corrective feedback, the 
teachers just circled the students’ mistake. This finding was in line with the 
data gained from the interview. One of the students said that the teachers 
mostly used circle to indicate the mistake in their writing. The other said that 
the teachers just gave a signal of their mistake.   
 
 
Figure 3.  The mid-proficiency students’ emotional response to the use of 
teachers’ written corrective feedback 
 
Figure 3 portrays the students’ emotional response to the use of 
corrective feedback.  Dissimilar to the high-proficiency students, most of the 
mid-achievers (67%) said that the teachers’ corrective feedback made them 
worried of producing errors in their writing. Half of them (61%) felt frustrated 
after they got the correction from the teachers. They (55%) even felt bothered 
to the amount of corrective given by the teachers. They (58%) also felt 
unconfident to their ability in writing an English text. As a result, some of 
them (58%) were demotivated to write. They (50%) were also lazy to revise their 
writing. This was because they (56%) were afraid of getting another correction 
on their paper. Even though they had negative response to the use of teachers’ 
corrective feedback, most of them (64%) believed that the teachers’ written 
corrective feedback had some advantages. Through the correction given by the 
teachers, they (72%) became aware of their mistake.  They were also prompted 
to find out more about their errors writing. The interview data reveal that they 
did some efforts to revise the errors in their writing, such as re-read the 
material given by the teacher or asked a help from their friend to review their 
revised paper. Consequently, their writing accuracy was improved well.  
The above result implies that the mid-proficiency students had negative 
emotional impact to the teachers’ corrective feedback. This was in line with the 
results of the Likert-Scale calculation. The result shows that the total score of 
the students’ answers in the questionnaire was 72, which was in the category 
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of neutral to agree. In other words, the mid-proficiency students felt the 





Figure 4: The score of Likert-scale questionnaire answered by 
the mid-proficiency students 
 
 
The above findings corroborated the interview result. Two of three 
students said that they felt the emotional impact of the teachers’ written 
corrective feedback. One of them even admitted that he felt unconfident. He 
worried of becoming the one who got a lot of corrections from the teachers.  
 
S4 I am not sure because when I get correction in my paper, I feel 
that I have to work hard to not make the same mistake.  
S5 Yes, especially when it gives on the feed. I am afraid everybody 
will see it. I feel shamed if I become the one who get a lot of 
corrections in writing assignment.  
S6 Hmm sometimes I feel upset when I see a lot of corrections in 
my paper. But, it never demotivates me to learn.  
 
 
The low-proficiency students 
Similar to the mid-achiever, the teachers corrected the students’ error 
production by using both coded and un-coded corrective feedback. The 
teachers almost corrected every single mistake that was produced by the 
students. The correction focused on the verb tense agreement, word formation, 
singular and plural, or subject and verb agreement, or mechanic. On the 
interview, one of the students said that he felt confused when he saw his 
paper corrected by the teachers. The teachers never left a single error that he 
made. Related to the students’ emotional response to the use of corrective 
feedback, it is presented in Figure 5.     
 
 
Bhuana, G. P., & El Fauziah, U. N. (2021). Affective damage from teachers’ written corrective 




Figure 5.  The low-proficiency students’ emotional response to the use of 
 teachers’ written corrective feedback 
 
 
The result of questionnaire reveals that most of the low-proficiency students 
(60%) felt worried of making error production in their essay. They (85%) felt 
frustrated while there were so many corrections in their essay. They (70%) also 
felt bothered to the way the teachers corrected the mistake. Consequently, 
some of them (55%) were unconfident and demotivated to write. They (70%) 
were also lazy and afraid to do a revision. This was because they did not know 
what they should do. On the interview, it was found out that the students got 
confusion when the teachers only circled their error without giving any 
information. Then, only some of them (55%) who believed on the benefits of 
teachers’ correction. Few of them (35%) thought that the teachers’ feedback 
could help them to be aware of their mistake in writing. The other were 
uncertain. Moreover, only 40% students who admitted the impact of teachers’ 
correction on the improvement of their writing accuracy. Other students (20%) 
were unsure about it, and the other (40%) were disagree.   
 The above data imply that most of the students at low proficiency level felt 
that written corrective feedback damaged their affective aspect. This was in 
line with the result of Likert-scale analysis. The calculation result was on 74. 
This score was in the range of neutral to agree. Hence, it can be concluded 
that the implementation of the teachers’ written corrective feedback was 




Figure 6: The score of Likert-scale questionnaire answered by  
the low- proficiency students 
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The findings were in accordance with the data gained from the interview. All of 
the students felt frustrated to revise their paper after they got the correction 
from the teachers. One of them even admitted that she sometimes asked their 
friend to help her in revising the paper.  
 
S7 Honestly, every time I get my paper back, I feel so lazy to revise it. I 
cannot understand what is highlighted by the teacher.  
S8 I feel lazy to check the paper that is being corrected by the teacher. I 
do not know what I have to do. I sometimes ask my friend to identify 
every clue given by the teachers.   
S9 If I can choose, I do not want to revise my paper. It makes me 
frustrated.   
 
 
In short, most of participants, particularly the high- and mid- proficiency 
students, recognize the need and advantageousness of corrective feedback. It 
can not only increase their writing accuracy (Ferris, 1999; Farjadnasab & 
Khodashenas, 2017) or quality (Taufiqulloh et al., 2016), but also elevate the 
their awareness of their errors. It pushes them to find out more of their errors 
(Hyland, 2013; Wibowo, 2018). It also develops their critical thinking and 
motivation. This implies that written corrective feedback is necessary in 
developing the students’ language writing competence (Martínez, 2014) and in 
improving their second language acquisition (Lyster & Saito, 2010; Li, 2010; 
Ellis, 2010). 
Unfortunately, some factors are contributed to the success or failure of 
the teachers’ written corrective feedback (Flaherty, 2016; Irwin, 2017). One of 
them is the students’ attitude (Irwin, 2017), including their affective factor. 
The results of the study reveal that written corrective feedback used by the 
teachers had different emotional impact to the students at each level of 
proficiency. The high-proficiency students, for example, had positive emotional 
response to the implementation of written corrective feedback. In contrast, the 
mid and low- proficiency students had negative response.   
The different of students’ response here is probably caused by types of 
feedback given by the teachers. The results show that the teachers dominantly 
used indirect corrective feedback both coded and un-coded type. This kind of 
feedback demands the students to have a good grammatical knowledge as they 
have to identify the meaning of the signal given by the teachers and do self-
correction. The use of this feedback to the high-proficiency students might be 
appropriate. Kennedy (2010) says that this kind of students has more 
linguistic resources to call on. Therefore, when the teachers give indirect 
corrective feedback and the opportunity to do self-correction, they easily use 
those resources to revise the errors (Kennedy, 2010). On the other hand, the 
mid and low-proficiency students have limited grammatical knowledge. The 
feedback without the corrected form, such as un-coded corrective feedback, 
will be confusing and burdensome for them (Ahangari & Amirzadeh, 2011; 
Kennedy, 2010) as they cannot identify and repair their written errors. As a 
result, they will feel frustrated when they get a lot of corrections in their 
writing assignment. 
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 Correcting the students’ written error is important. It can avoid 
fossilization. However, it should be done in appropriate way. The teachers 
should recognize the exact time and way to correct the error. In this case, the 
teachers are suggested to use different types of corrective feedback for the mid 
and low proficiency students. They can use direct or metalinguistic feedback 
as it provides the correct form or explanation of the students’ errors.  While 
the teachers are correcting the students’ written errors, they are also 
suggested to focus on correcting the errors that are related to materials that 
are learned by the students. They do not need to correct every single mistake 
of the students’ errors as providing the correction on large number of error 
may overwhelm the students (Jayathilake, 2013; Storch, 2010).  
Furthermore, the teachers also should consider the students’ 
sensitiveness. Corrective feedback, either written or oral, are reciprocally 
linked to emotions (Goetz et al., 2018). It can directly or indirectly elicit strong 
emotion which in turn have an impact on the subsequent students’ learning 
behaviour and learning outcome (Goetz et al., 2018). In other words, positive 
emotion such as happy and interested may lead to positive behaviour in 
learning, by which the students are motivated to learn. As Wibowo (2018) 
notes that when the students feel happy or get an expected stimuli, it can 
raise their willingness and enthusiasm to learn and join the instruction. In 
contrast, negative emotion, such as fear, irritation or frustration, shame, 




Corrective feedback is needed to inform the students of their error. It also 
requires to avoid fossilization of the error. Nevertheless, its implementation 
should consider several factors. One of them is students’ affective aspect. 
Students’ affective aspect is related to the students’ emotional response 
toward something, which is in this study is toward teachers’ written corrective 
feedback. The results show that teachers’ correction damages students’ 
affective aspect, specifically for those who have mid and low proficiency in 
writing. Most of them feel not only frustrated, but also unconfident. It also 
demotivates them to write. Therefore, the teachers are expected to be more 
careful in correcting the students’ writing. They have to consider the students’ 
feeling. Giving to much correction in their writing can give a bad impact on 
their feeling as well as their motivation in learning. Regarding this, the 
teachers have to determine the appropriate type of feedback that need to be 
given to the students. They can also focus on correcting the mistake that is 
related to the material learned. Thus, it cannot burden the students to much; 
and may create positive response from them which in turn lead to positive 
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